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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed May 20, 2008. 

2. Claims 1-6 and 14 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1,2, 5, 6, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
USPN 5,966,702 Fresko et al hereinafter Fresko. 

Regarding Claims 1 , Fresko teaches: (Currently amended) A data processing 
method for creating an executable file by combining a plurality of run units, the method 
comprising th e st e ps of: r e ad i ng a f i rst run un i t to b e added to th e e x e cutab le f ile ; 
l ocat i ng a f i rst data e nt i ty s e t to a f i rst str i ng va l u e i n th e f i rst run un i t; responsive to a 
determination that a first run unit to be added to the executable file comprises a first 
data entity set to a first value ndicating that the first data entity is required to appear only 
once in the executable file (Column 9, Lines 17-21, "In step 402, the pre-processor 
examines the constant pool tables of each class to determine the set of class file 
constants (such as strings and numerics, as well as others specific to the class 
file format) that can be shared between classes in "S."" i.e. determines which 
entities are "constants"), determining whether the first data entity matches [[with]] a 
second data entity set to a second value and included in a second run unit, the second 
data entity being from a wherein the second run unit comprises a run unit that was 
previously added to the executable file (Column 9, Lines 21-23, "A shared constant 
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pool table is created in step 403, with all duplicate constants determined from 
step 402."); [[and]] responsive to a determination that the first data entity matches the 
second data entity, adding the first run unit to the executable file [[but]] without the first 
data entity (Column 9, Lines 23-35, "In step 404, the pre-processor removes the 
duplicate, shared constants from the individual constant pool tables of each 
class."). ; and responsive to a determination that the first data entity does not match the 
second data entity, adding the first run unit to the executable file with the first data entity 
(Column 9, Lines 23-35, "In step 404, the pre-processor removes the duplicate, 
shared constants from the individual constant pool tables of each class." i.e. if 
they are NOT duplicates, they are NOT removed from the constant pool of the 
class when the class file is added). 

Regarding Claims 2, Fresko teaches: (Currently amended) A method of claim 1 
wherein the st e p of match i ng match e s the first data entity [[with]] matches the second 
data entity if the first value and second value are identical. (Column 9, Lines 21-23, "A 
shared constant pool table is created in step 403, with all duplicate constants 
determined from step 402."). 

Regarding Claims 5, Fresko teaches:(Currently amended) A method of claim 1 
wherein the determination that the first run unit to be added to the executable file 
comprises a first data entity set to a first value indicating that the first data entity is 
required to appear only once in the executable file (Column 9, Lines 17-21, "In step 
402, the pre-processor examines the constant pool tables of each class to 
determine the set of class file constants (such as strings and numerics, as well as 
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others specific to the class file format) that can be shared between classes in 
"S."" i.e. determines which entities are "constants'^Jhe step of locating a first data 
entity comprises th e st e ps of: locating two or mor e a plurality of data entities in the first 
run unit (Column 9, Lines 21-23, "A shared constant pool table is created in step 
403, with all duplicate constants determined from step 402."); and creating the first 
data entity from the two or more date plurality of data entities (Column 9, Lines 21-23, 
"A shared constant pool table is created in step 403, with all duplicate constants 
determined from step 402."). 

Regarding Claim 6, Fresko teaches: (Currently amended) A method of claim 1 
wherein the stop of l ocat i ng a f i rst data entity l ocates the f i rst data ent i ty us i ng o key 
va l u e by wh i ch the first data e nt i ty i s mark e d value is a key value (Column 9, Lines 55- 
57, "In one embodiment of the invention, a new constant type is defined with a 
corresponding constant type tag. The new constant type provides as its info[ ] 
element an index into the shared constant table."). 

Regarding Claim 14, Fresko teaches: (Currently amended) A method of claim 5 
wherein the stop of locating two or moro a plurality ofdata entities comprises locating a 
plurality of data entities using a key value by which each of the two or mor e plurality of 
data entities is marked. (Col. 9 Ln 55-57, "In one embodiment of the invention, a 
new constant type is defined with a corresponding constant type tag. The new 
constant type provides as its info[ ] element an index into the shared constant 
table.") 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
USPN 5,966,702 Fresko et al hereinafter Fresko in view of US PG Pub 2005/01 14840 
Ziedman hereinafter Ziedman. 

Regarding Claim 3, Fresko teaches the limitations of Claim 1 . Fresko does not 
teach: A method of claim 1 wherein the st e p of match i ng match e s the first data entity 
[[with]] matches the second data entity if the second value partially matches contains 
the first value. However, this limitation is taught by Ziedman (e.g. "Partial Word 
Matching [0077] The "partial word matching" algorithm examines each identifier 
(non-keyword) word in the source code of one file of a file pair and finds all words 
that match a sequence within one or more non-keyword words in the other file of 
a file pair. Like the word matching algorithm, this one is also case insensitive. 
This algorithm is illustrated in FIG. 7. In part (a) 701, the non-keyword words from 
the two files are displayed. In part (b) 702, every word from one file that can be 
found as a sequence within a word from the other file is listed. So the identifier 
"abc" in file 1 can be found within identifiers "aabc", "abc1111111", and 
"abcxxxyz" in file 2. Note that identifier "pdq" is not listed in the array of partially 
matching words because it matches completely and was already considered in 
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the word matching algorithm. Also note that identifier "x" is not listed in the array 
because 1 -character words are ignored.") In addition it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Fresko with the partial 
matching of Ziedman as the use of partial matching in Fresko's invention would further 
increase the memory space saved by Fresko's invention. 

Regarding Claim 4, Fresko further teaches: A method of claim 3 further 
comprising th e st e ps: r e ad i ng a th i rd run unit to b e add e d to th e e x e cutab le f ile , wh e r ei n 
the th i rd run un i t conta i ns a 

th i rd data e nt i ty of a th i rd str i ng va l u e : determining whether matching the first data 
entity matches a w i th the third data entity included in a third run unit to be added to the 
executable file, wherein the third data entity is set to a third value indicating that the 
third data entity is required to appear only once in the executable file, (Column 9, Lines 
17-21, "In step 402, the pre-processor examines the constant pool tables of each 
class to determine the set of class file constants (such as strings and numerics, 
as well as others specific to the class file format) that can be shared between 
classes in "S."" i.e. determines which entities are "constants"), and wherein the 
first data entity matches the third data entity a match is found if the third value contains 
the first value (Column 9, Lines 21-23, "A shared constant pool table is created in 
step 403, with all duplicate constants determined from step 402."); responsive to a 
determination that the first data entity matches the third data entity, removing the first 
data entity from the executable file (Column 9, Lines 23-35, "In step 404, the pre- 
processor removes the duplicate, shared constants from the individual constant 
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pool tables of each class."); and adding the third data entity to the executable file 
(Column 9, Lines 23-35, "In step 404, the pre-processor removes the duplicate, 
shared constants from the individual constant pool tables of each class."). 
Response to Arguments 

In remarks, Applicant Argues: 

Fresko does not, however, disclose or suggest "responsive to a determination 
that a first run unit to be added to the executable file comprises a first data entity set to 
a first value indicating that the first data entity is required to appear only once in the 
executable file, determining whether the first data entity matches a second data entity 
set to a second value and included in a second run unit, wherein the second run unit 
comprises a run unit that was previously added to the executable file" as recited in 
amended claim 1 . Fresco does not compare a data entity included in a run unit to be 
added to an executable file with a data entity included in a run unit that was previously 
added to the executable file, and does not make a determination whether a first data 
entity included in a first run unit to be added to an executable file matches a second 
data entity included in a second run unit that was previously added to the executable 
file. 

Yet further, because Fresko does not disclose or suggest "determining whether 
the first data entity matches a second data entity set to a second value and included in 
a second run unit, wherein the second run unit comprises a run unit that was previously 
added to the executable file" as recited in claim 1, the reference also does not disclose 
or suggest making such a determination "responsive to a determination that a first run 
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unit to be added to the executable file comprises a first data entity set to a first value 
indicating that the first data entity is required to appear only once in the executable file" 
as is additionally recited in claim 1 . 

Fresko, accordingly, does not disclose or suggest "responsive to a determination 
that a first run unit to be added to the executable file comprises a first data entity set to 
a first value indicating that the first data entity is required to appear only once in the 
executable file, determining whether the first data entity matches a second data entity 
set to a second value and included in a second run unit, wherein the second run unit 
comprises a run unit that was previously added to the executable file" as recited in 
amended claim 1 , and does not anticipate claim 1 for this reason. 

Fresko also does not disclose or suggest "responsive to a determination that the 
first data entity matches the second data entity, adding the first run unit to the 
executable file without the first data entity", and "responsive to a determination that the 
first data entity does not match the second data entity, adding the first run unit to the 
executable file with the first data entity" as now recited in claim 1 . Instead, as described 
in the above-reproduced portion of Fresko, a shared constant pool table is created with 
all duplicate constants, and the duplicate, shared constants are removed from individual 
constant pool tables of each class. Fresko does not disclose or suggest adding a run 
unit to an executable file without or with a data entity depending on whether the data 
entity matches a data entity that was included in a run unit previously added to the 
executable file. 
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Fresko, accordingly, also does not disclose or suggest "responsive to a 
determination that the first data entity matches the second data entity, adding the first 
run unit to the executable file without the first data entity", and "responsive to a 
determination that the first data entity does not match the second data entity, adding the 
first run unit to the executable file with the first data entity", and does not anticipate 
claim Ifor this reason as well. 

Examiner's Response: 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. Fresko anticipates "responsive to a 
determination that a first run unit to be added to the executable file comprises a first 
data entity set to a first value indicating that the first data entity is required to appear 
only once in the executable file" as well as the rest of claim 1 . I.e. Fresko determines 
that the data entity in the class file is "constant". Fresko's invention eliminates 
redundancies in memory by only saving duplicated constants once in the shared 
constant pool table of the multi-class ("execution") file. When a class file is added to the 
multi-class file, any duplicate constants are not included in the multi-class file. The 
comparison of constants is made in Step 402. Claim 1 is anticipated. 

In Remarks, Applicant Argues: 

For example, claim 3 recites that the first data entity matches the second data 
entity if the second value partially matches the first value. As noted by the Examiner, 
Fresko discloses only that "[a] shared constant pool table is created in step 403, with all 
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duplicate constants determined from step 402." Claim 3, accordingly, is not anticipated 
by Fresko in its own right as well as by virtue of its dependency. 
Examiner's Response: 

This argument is moot as this amendment has necessitated a new grounds of 
rejection. 

In Remarks, Applicant Argues: 
Fresko discloses only that when the pre-processor creates a shared constant pool table, 
duplicate shared constants are removed from individual constant pool tables. The 
reference does not disclose or suggest removing a first data entity from an executable 
file; and adding a third data entity to the executable file "responsive to a determination 
that the first data entity matches the third data entity" as recited in claim 4. Claim 4, 
accordingly, is also not anticipated by Fresko in its own right as well as by virtue of its 
dependency. 

Examminer's Response: 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. As described in the rejection above, Fresko 
removes the duplicate data entities (e.g. "first data entity") from the class files that are 
added to multi-class (i.e. executable) file. In addition, when adding classes to the file, 
there is an entry added to the shared constant table (e.g. "third data entity"). Claim 4 is 
obvious over Fresko in view of Ziedman. 



Application/Control Number: 10/554,323 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2191 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW J. BROPHY whose telephone number is 
571-270-1642. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8:00AM- 
5:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Zhen can be reached on (571) 272-3708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MJB 

8/18/2008 
/Wei Zhen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



